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Twenty years ago, America was beginning a process of change so
wide-ranging as to be unimaginable by most citizens. The civil rights
movement was developing quickly; the Viet Nam War was beginning tu take a
central place on our national agenda. At the Berkelev campus of the
University of California, student unrest (to become known as the Free Speech
Movement) was undefway that, with the civil rights and anti-war movements, -
would effect great changes in American values. The 1ﬁtent of tliis paper is
to analyze the rhetoric of the Free Speech Movement from its beginning
in September, 1964, to its disappearance by 1966. Three concerns will be
addressad in the course of the analysis: The use of the central metaphor
of;university as factory: an analysis of the ethics of that argumentl; and
an evaluation of rhetorical theory used in the above ana1ysis.2 The data
to be examined in this paper are diverse in kind: samples of FSM literature
such as fliers and transcripted speeches; published essays by FSM leaders;
1hterviews and newspaper accounts; and audio taped speeches by Jack Weinberg
and other student leaders. From this information, the étudy shows the

lm]ogﬁ

of the university as factory was a centrai and essentially
unchanging argument employed by the FSM against Uhiversity of California

policies regarding freedom of speech on campus.

.The University as Factory
Although a number of metaphors were developed th. oughout the
Free Speech Movement, the central metaphor of the movement was the

university as a factory. This developed, I thipk; in respohse to two



currents of 1deas. Clark Kerr had, in 1963, published his analysis of
American hgher education and had cited a growing identity between
Arerican industry and her larger institutions of higher leaming.4 The
increasing size of the University of California and the increasing alienation
felt by the students were, by Autumn of 1964, converging and raising tensions
on campus. The second current was the civil-rights movement as it developed
across the nation. Berkeley students had been highly involved in local,
Bay-area advocacy for the poor and minorities; many who became leaders in
the FSM had spent the summer of 1964 in the deep South organizing the people
and participating in marches and demonstrations. Mario Savio, the leader
of the Free Speech Movement at Berkeley wrote in 1965: .
The university set about denying students access to those
facilities and rights on campus which had made possible
student involvement in the civil-rights movement in the
previous years. Yet very rapidly the concern of the move-
ment shifted from Mississippi to much closer to home; we
soon began Joing an awful lot of talking and thinking about
the Timftations of the university, the "Multiversity,” the
"knowledge industry“”-- these metaphors gecame ever more
2 part of the rhetoric of the movement.
The factory metaphors gaired ‘ncreasing usa~e, eventually subsuming both
the civi) rights and free speech themes.
As early as the summer of 1964, the university as factory metaphor
was salient among campus activists. At the beginning of each gquarter,
a *supplement“ to the University catalogue was published by SLATF,
{a left wing student political party) which evaluated performances of
individual teachers.6 In the SLATE publication, a summer suppliement
w3s included entitled, "A Letter to the Undergraduates.” The article
centered on the machine-like nature of the university and developed a number

of related subthemes throughout: "...the university stamps out consciousness
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7
Tike a super-nadison-Avenue-machine.“ it stated. Brad Cleaveland, the
author, went on:
THE MULTIVERSITY IS NOT AN EDUCATIONAL CENTER, BUT A
HIGHLY EFFICIENT INDUSTRY, IT PRODUCES BOMBS, OTHER WAR
MACHINES, A FEW TOKEN "PERCEFUL" MACHINES, AND ENORMOUS
NUMBERS OF SAFE WIGHLY SKILLED, AND RESPECTA3LE AUTOMATQNS
TO MEET THE IMMEDIATE NEEDS OF BUSINESS AND GOVERNMENT.
After a lengthy discusiion of who comprised the board of regehts and of what
their investment portfolios consisted, Cleaveland concluded:
In these men, you find substantial ownership and control
of the vital raw materials and service industries of the
West...As corporate men of povier, the Regents are getting
recisel{ what they most desire--enormous numbers of .
ighly skilled graduates to f;l] the corporate structure
and keep it running smoothly.
The writer concluded with a suggestion that undergraduates support any and
811 work stoppages studeat employees on campus may attempt in fighting the
*machine":
. If such a walkout occurs again (student editors had walked
out at Daily Cal) as it did a couple of years ago, it might
be wise to consider an effective picket to try to keep out
the same type of fraternity scabs who took over last tfmga
in an action which was traitorous to the undergraduates.
As early as September 10, 1964, prior to the administrations' order to
&bandon the Bancroft-Telegraph strip, a highly developed analogy of factory,
bureaucracy, labor, and strike was widely published on campus.
This analogy was further developed at the beginning of the uprising.
On October 1, 1964, humerous campus organizations chose to defy university
regulations by manning recruftment tabjes outside Sproul Hall (the administration
building). Campus police and administrators focused on the SNCC {Student
Konviolent Coordinating Committee) table and arrested Jack Weinberg, a former
Cal student. Weinberg delivered a speech upon his arrest. In a very calm,

almost professorial tone, Weinberg outlined the resemblance of the
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university to the factory, concluding with a statement 1inking the dehumanization
of the Factory with civil-rights concerns:
I want to tell you about this knowledge factory. It
seems that certain products are not coming out to standard
specifications...and I feel the university is trying to
purge these products so they can once again produce for
the industry exactly what they specify. This i~ a
Knowledge factory, if you read Clark Kerr's book, these
are his precise words...
We want to see social change in the world in which
we live. We are human beings who have ideas...We feel
that we as human beings first and students, we must take
our stand on every vital issue which faces this natfon
and, in particular, tne vital issue of discrjpination,
of segregation, of poverty, of unemployment.
Even at that early date, the analogy of factory was a primary focus of the
ric and the civil-rights of students was an issue logically derived from
the ‘nature of the university.

After Weinberg's arrest, he was placed in a campus police car which was
"captured” by the students sitting down on all sides. The incident
significantly heightened tensions. The car with Weinberg inside was held
by the students for a total of thirty-tw hours, during which time the roof
was used as a platiorm for a variety of speakers. Attacks on the administration
and university became increasingly vociferous. An unidentified student
shouted to an agfitated crowd:

We will organize this campus if those charges [against Weinberg
and seven others) are not dropped because this is the 1imit!
¥e'll organize this campus like the C.1.0. or anjzed the
factories! (Crowd cheers wildly in agreement?.

From the police car, many of the students, under the leadership of
Mario Savio moved to Sproul Hall to sit-in “to cause the wheels to grind
to a halt."l3 During the Sproul Hall s#t-in Savio delivered a speech,
which was later transcribed and published as an essay. Again, the dual
ideas of civil rights and the "knowledge factory“_were raised; the knowledge

factory metaphor was developed and became central. Savio stated, in part:



The most crucial problems facing the Unfted States today
are the problem of automation and the problem of racial
injustice...students and faculty are respectively raw
material and employees...
-..The conception of Clark Kerr...is that the university {s
part and parcel of this particular stage in the history
of American society; it is a factory that turns oy} 2

¢ certain product needed by industry or government.

The metaphor of univarsity as factory clearly is the central theme of the-
sddress. The relationship between the university and industry continued to be .
emphasized and developed.
Throughout the fall and early winter, the same refrain continued to be.
sung by the FSM. In December, Savio continued to have access to media
channels: |
'This factory does unjust things and we'll have to cause
the wheels to grind to a halt,’ Savio said in a rally on
the steps of Sproul Hall. .
'I1f we don't get ourgconstitutional rights, we wor't let

thi: machine operate.'

The next day he was quoted as saying,
The administration is a factory. The faculty is the
workforce and we students are the raw material.
But we will ng& be made into a product...We are
human beings. '

The development of the analogy, especially in the relational metaphors,
at times was haphazard. In an anonymous FSM newsletter, the relationship
of students to or as raw materfal is somewhat clouded:

...we are human beings and so cannot forever be treated as
raw materials to be processed. Clark Kerr has declared...
" that a university must be like any other factory--a place -
where workers who handle raw materials are themselves 17
handled 1ike raw materials by the administrators above them.
Through December:® 20

factory analogy continued to be used and supporting metaphors developed.

s Januarylg, February ", and on into the sm-ins;z1 the
Even into the fall of 1966, Savic and other hangers-on were yet repeating
the same message that they had been repeating for over two years. Savio's
Tast statement of his last article published on the uprising was:

7




- and tue metaphors of language derive therefrom.*

And we will secure the right to a decent educat;on only
when we have organized ourselves independently of both
faculty and administration, in much the same way that ,,
workers have organized themselves into the trade unions.

Tﬁis saminng of FSM rhetoric indicates a clear use of and development
of the university as factory analogy over at least a two year period. The
analogy was used as a logic to argue that trends in higher education were
toward the dehumanization of students and was related to the national concern
over lack of freedom by many to exercise their constitutionally mandated
civil rights. Students argued that the university involvement with industry
was mercenary, that the students were used, like raw materials, to be molded
lntb prefabricated cogs to fit easily into the machinery of government and
industry. The ;rgument was widely used by rhetors within, sympathetic to, and
outside of the movement over a relatively long perfod of time. The theoretical
Question that must be answered is: was this choice of argument the best
chofce that could be made? ‘

I.A. Richards wrote, “Thought {s metaphoric, and proceeds by comparison,
23 Richard Weaver stated,
"What we more than suspect is that all language is metaphorical in origin, and
the use of metaphor is distinctly intellectual and non-natural1st1c."24
Metaphor seems to be basic to our language use and thought. Secksteder
concluded from his study of analogy and logic that "inferences of 1091¢ are
instances of a rule derivative from our analogies...”zs Given the centrality
of aralogy to thought and inference, one might judge the use of a central
analogy by the Free Speech Movement as wise and necessary. Further analysis
will support the claim that the use of snalogy was the best rhetorical choice.

If the strength of any reasoning by analogy rests on important

comparisons, then some categorfes or guides to such comparisions are
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necessary. The choice of comparison must rest on essential points of
comparison to enhance any analogy's proof and persuasfve value.26
Within the structural analogue model developed by Sacksteder, the essent::)
cnmparisons are comparisons of qualities and relations ieading to the structural
analogy. The analogy of university as factory was a structural analogy
requiring for its strehgth such quaiity and relacional metaphors in the
development of the argument. Within the samples cited above, clearly the
rhetors compared the quality of aducation and the quality of life they were
experiencing to the quality qf life experienced by the factory laborer. Also,
in the development of the analogy, relational metaphors were made regarding the
relation of students to administration, students to facilty, faculty

to students, and faculty to university; also metaphors relating students and
student work to laborers and labor were made. From this vast development

of essential quality and relational metaphers was constructed a powerful
structural analogy.. The logic in its own right was compelling, but one final
factor must be considered. Sacksteder stated, “Once granted, a structural
analogy justifies numerous arguments of various kinds.“27 Se, such an

analogy, in essence, becomes a.ru!e of Jogic for the development of further
arguments, based on the primary structural analogy. 1In this case, the FSM
chose not only a strong argument, but wisely chose to use an analogy

ovigfnally conceived by 1ts opponent. The genius of the use of the factory
analogy was thau the administration had granted the analogy; in fact,

nowhere have I read any disclaimer made by Kerr to the analogy or its
interpretation. The movement, by its use of the structural analogy, university
as factory, chose an extremely powerfu) argumentative tool and & useful

image that lent itself to quick and wide dissemination among members of the

movement. The continued gevelopment of quality and relational metaphors

J
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allowed the leadership to control the analogy to a fairly high degree.28

The conclusion is that, given the circumstances of initiating a movement
quickly and the desire to make a strong argument, no better chcice could

have been made.

The Ethics of the Factory Metaphor
When choices are possible, the question of ethics 1s immediately
important. Since the argument analyzed herein {s an analogy, 1t would
seem most appropriate to evaluate the argumént according to ethical criteria
that grow out of an understanding of the philosophical underpinnings placing
analogy at the heart of our ability to interact¥symbolically.
Cnarles Follette has argued that metaphor, to be meaningful, must
appeal to some absolute criteria--the hasic values we hold. Thus, to say
“a® {1s better than "b", it must be in respect to a 'c".zg Any jJudgment made by
analogy, then, “presupposes the existence of ¢ real criterial absolute which is
beyond direct perception or comprehensive expression and which {s unconditional
and ultimate."so Since 2nalogy requires values to be meaningful, evaluation
of analogical arguments would best be made by a compatible scheme. Richard
Weaver has suggested five criteria by which to make evaluation of analogies.
The criteria are: ‘
1) Arguments from genus and from similitude are ethically
preferrable to arguments from consequences or from circumstances.
. 2) Pseudo-neutrality {n language usage is ethically suspect.
J) Unwarranted shifts in meaning of words are ethically suspect.
§) Communication wrhich blurs necessary distinctions {s
ethically suspect.
§) Public discourse which focuses solely on the realm of the
{deal or hypothctical avoiding e:gfmpts to link the ideal with
the actual, is ethically suspect.
According to Weaver, the argument from similitude is a preferrable
argument. He wrote,

*...the cosmos is one vast system of analogy, so that our
o profoundest 1§§§Tt10ns of it are made in the form of

- ERIC comparisons.”
e 10
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Accordirg to Weaver, the anmalogy is basic, a given fact of nature. Also
snalogy is reasoning from something Qe know to something we do not know in
one stép...the user of analogy i+ hinting at an essence which cannct at the
moment be produced.33 The FSM made an ethical chcice on two counts: one, they
chose to employ the argument from analégy. basing their argument on widely
held values as the criterial absolute; such values were claimed to be the
basic vilues of freedom of speech, and the right to pursue 1ife, liberty
and happiness. The argument became, essentially, "the university as it
was intended to preserve free speech and free choice is preferrable to the
factory that does not allew real exercise of basic values.” Second, the
argument was aliso attempting to construct what was at that time an unknown
vision of the ideal university. Jack Weinberg described the uncertainty
of the issues and concerns:

The same kind of force which creates a wildcat strike has

created the FSM. Alienation and hostility exist, t.t neither

are focused at specific grievances nor well articulated...

Suddenly there is an gasue. everyone recognizes it,

everyone grabs at f{t.
The argument from the known to the unknown, from know constraints within
the university to tne unknown-as-yet ideal university, was the only
appronriate choicevgiven Weaver's first criterion.

The second standard for judging rhetoric as ethical is that pseudo-
neutrel language not be used. Weaver argued that some language considered to be
neutral is, infact, not. For example, he cited the us? of such terms as
“underpriviliged” and “undesfrable” in social science as terms thought to be
neutral, but are not.35 Certainly, the FSM could not be accused of N
pseudo-objectivity in its rheteric. It was blatantly polemic and made nv
attempt or pretense to objectivity. Each camp knew exactly where the other

stood. Johannesen made clear that Weaver feels that “"concealed rhetoric”

11
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results 1n"deception rather than in open and legitimate argument.'“35
Certainly the FSM made no effort to conceal its concerns, belfefs or
motfves. According to the second criterion, FSM rhetoric must be judged
as ethical since 1i in no way attempted to avoid scrutiny or mask
1ts controvercial ideas.

Weaver suggested, as a third standard of ethics that “unwarranted
shifts in meanings of words are ethically suspect.” Words are a covenant and
{mproper or unwarranted shifts in the agreed upon usage of a word breaks the
covenant. Weaver fs quoted as describing a particular kind of shift, what .
he called “rhetorical prevarication” as taking "the word out of one context

7 Within the

and put i1t in another in order to advance an 1deology.“3
strict confines of actual use of the factory metaphor and the related

quality and relationa) metaphors, unexpected or unwarranted shifts of word
usage are not noted. However, as the analyti.al apparatus moves back for a
more sweeping look at the movement, the FSM is open to criticism in its use
of such terms as "free speech” and "civil rights". ‘"Free speecﬁ" became for
the FSM, not a term denoting a societal norm of freedom of expressio;‘of
important i{deas in debates regarding soctal policy, which is a relatively
strict constructionist view, but a term allowing any kind of verbal or
nonverbal expression without bounds. “Free speech" became a term for
expressive license uncincerned with standgths of propriety from any part of
society. In the same way "civil-rights” became a téfm for unboundeq personal
acfion rather than the exercise of all behaviors granted citizens within the
parameters of the Consitution. Thus, within the Free Speech Movement, central
terms such as "free speech” and "civil rights” shifted meanings from those
understood by society at large to those meanings used by the FSM in its
dealings with those outside the movement as if the meanings were unchanged.

Thus, the FSM must be judged as urethical in its use of key terms such as

"free speech® and "civil rights.”

y— - cane & Izp e
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The fourth criterion suggested by Neaver was comnication which blurs:
necessary distinctions is ethica?ly suspect. Two concerns are central to
this standard. First, Weaver qaestioned the ethics of radicals who would
argue for the removal of all distinctions or hierarchies in socfety.33
Second, a blurring can occur through those who cannot recognize a polar
sftuation and argue in the "excluded middle." «39 The first concern, that of
removing distinctions ismost important in this analysis. The FSM argued for
increasing power for students to the point of taking over the role of the
Regents in controlling the university. They argued for equal power and status
with the faculty and administration. Héaver worried that such a lack of
acceptance of legitimate auchority flies in the face of a democratic society.“o
Certainly the result of such talk, as fhe FSM acted upon it and closed down
the university, did not resemble democratic action, but resembled more
closely the tactics and results of totalitarian revolutions. The claim,
the university should not be Jike the factory had an inherent rejection
of levels of management and power, Ac&ording to this fourth standard,

FSM rhetoric must be judged ethically suspect.

Finally, Weaver asserts that ethical rhgtoric Tinks the ideal with the
real. “Responsible rhetoric must take cognizance of all facts and realities
and must interpret those facts in light of controlling principles and 1deaTs."‘1
“1deas must have historicity as well as logicality,” wrote-Heaver.42 Thus,
ideas suggested or advocated must be tempered by placing the% in a ¢clear
historical context; to do otherwise would be irresponsible rhetoric. The
FSM rejected vehemently Clark Kerr's historical analysis of the American
university. Their ideal of the student-led, egalitarian, leisurely, open,
and politically independent university had no precedent in history, nor any

relationship to the then present political, economic, and social parameters

faced by all large American universities. In Tight of Weaver's final

13
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criterion, FSM rhetoric appears to be less rather than more ethical when

~ Judged against the proposed standards of ethics suggested by Weaver. This
must be a tentative conclusion, however, until further testing of the
standards is done and a deeper, more detailed analysis of FSM ethics can be
accomplished.

In conclusion, 1 have argued that analogies as those used by the

Free Speech Movement are arguments that are logical and preferrable to
other kinds of arguments. I further argu . that the Free Speech Movement -
employed the analogy, the university as factory through the life of the
movement, and that given the rhetorical constraints described, made a
wise decision in employing ‘t aﬁ an argument. Third, I argued that, when
compared to the standards of ethics proposed by Richard Weaver, the Free
Speech Movement, because of certain unwarranted uses of words as “free
speech”; their desire to eradicate hierarchical distinctions at the
university; and their failure to recognize the constraints placed upon the

university, must be judged as ethically suspect with regard to rhetoric.

An Evaluation of Theory

Finally, the tools of evaluation must themselves be judged. The
/exp]anation of the logical basis ard power of the analogy given by Wilcox
and Ewbénk. énd Sacksteder were most helpful in accounting for the use of
analogy as argument and explaining the proof and persuasion power of
ana]égy. Also, the model of the structural analogy accounted for the control
needed by the rhetor to be effective. It did this much more satisfactorily than
the stimulus-response model.

The ethical standards proposed by Weaver produced mixed observations
regarding the ethics of the Free Speech Movement. The "fit" of this

Q _ scheme, however, was much more satisfactory than an Aristotelian analysis.43

14
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The weakness of the analysis does not so much lie with Weaver as the
focus end scope of this essay. More certain conclusions about the ethics
of the FSM may be reached, if the topic is treated by itself rather than
as a part of a broader study. Weaver's standards were "proposed” and
require further refinement. Until the two shortcomings mentioned are
ameliorated, or until a more appropriate and refined method of analysis
is uncovered, the claims of this essay regarding the ethics of the FSM
must be tentative.
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